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ABSTRACT , ‘
' : Individuals interacting with an unfamiliat target
person behave according to prior impressions of the target. A .
fercelvar's pre-interaction expectancy can mediate both his 'and the
target person's behavior, resulting in behavioral confirmation or
‘compen@ation. Male subjects (N=96) participated in dyadic - :
.interactions in which one subject (perceiver) received ' ' .
pre-interactidn information (friendgg, unfriendly or no information),
about the other (target) . Results cinfirmed predictidns that . .
ﬁgehavioral_confirnation,_characteriZGG'by high levels of interaction
nd mutual liking, woulqd occur in the friendly expectancy condition:
and behavicral compensation would occur in the u friendly expectancy
“condition. Although .behavioral compensation su rficially resembled
' confirmation, compensating perceivers mistristed the targets?
~ behavior, tiked targets less, and continued to Tegard thea as -
friendly. Major implications are: (1) real-life interactions are
shaped by pre-interaction expectancies: (2) - findings on behavioral
confirmation are tied to behavioral compensation found by Bond
(1972).: and ' (3) although behavioral confirmation may result from
prior information, behavioral compensation may explain why one's
perceptions of a target persist regardless of whether tho target's.
behavior confirms or disconfirms them.  (NRB) - ‘ _ :
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!
When intervacting with a target person who is retatively unfamiliar,
individuals appear to govern their behavior along lines‘gndﬁcated by ,
their prior impression of the target. In a clagsic demonstration of the

A} .
influence of such expectancies on social interaction, Kelley (1950)

?‘\

. foynd¢that.subjects who had been.led to believe that their guest 1nstructor
was La rather cp]d'person“ not pnly rated the instructor as colder and
more distant but,éalso initiated lesidiscussion with him than other students
_rho had been led to believe that he was "a rather warm person "
Other theorists and researchers. have proposed that pre- interaction

expectancies can give rise to even more complicated effects in that they

can 1nf1uence not only the perceiver s inkéraction behavior but the t arget's
behavior as well - This nore subtle, 1nteraction based 1nfluence has been
called the "se]f—fulfi?ling prophesy" by Merton (1948:1957)/and Rosentha]

(1966; 1974; Rosenthal & Jacobson 1968) and has been called the "behaviora]

»

confirmation" process by Mark Snyden and his colleagues (Snyder, Tanke,
& Berscheid, 1977; Snyder & Swann, 1978) .The process can be oharacterized
by a sequence of events in which the perce;;er (1). acquires or 1nvokes a

{ pre- interaction expectancy regarding the target, (2) acts toward the tar- |

get 1n a manner determined by this expectancy;- anu (3) thereby e]icits

L Y

from the target a phttern of reciprocated behavior that apparently confirms

»

C6 014525

the va]idity of the expectancy. As Snyder—et a]. point out, the perceiver ¢

who: influences the target's behavior in this.manner is typically Unanare .

»
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of the causal rdfzathat his own behavior ... plays in generating the
behagiorai evidence that erronepusly confirms his expectations, Unbe-
knownst to the perceiver. the reality that. he-confidently perceives to
exist in the~social worid has, in fact, been activeiy constructed by his
own transactions with and operations upon the sociaiiworid" (Snyder-
et-al., 1977, p. 658). |

A number of studies havejprovided impressive evidence documenting
the hypothesized operation.of the self-ful filling prophecy/behavioral con-
firmatidn process (e.g.,,Jones & Panitch, 1971; Kelly & Staheiski, 1970;
Seaver, 1973; Snyder ei al., 1977; Snyder & Swann, 1978; Tay]or, 1979).\
However, it may be asked whether this is the only process wheneby a_per-
ceiter's Pre-interaction expectancy may influence his own-and a target's

'
interaction behavior. Although theorists have given relatively little ~

attention to possible qiternativekprocesses, one such alternative is sug-
gested by the results of a study by Bond (1972). In eontrast td the be-
havioral contirmation effect which he had anticipated, Bond found that
subjects whd were forewarned that their interactant was a "cold" person
acted more warmly in her presence than subjects who were given a "warm"

impression set; more importantly, they induced the target person to act

more warmly in returh. These findings suggest that Bond's "cold" set

subjects did not initiate a process of behavioral confirmation by dis- *

playing behaviors which, when reciprocated by the target, would appear to

confirm the perceivers' prior impression of'the target. Instead they ép~_ '

peared to initiate a process of behaviora] compensation by displaying bet
Q¥

haviors which, when reciprocated by the tgrget would ideaiiy,avert or at

least minimize the unpieasantness the perceiver anticipated i interacting

3
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with the target.'

——

Bond's data suggest that behavioral_confirmation and behavioralt
compensation are similar in that both.provide a means whereby a per-

ceimer's pre-interaction expectancy can mediate. both his own and the

target's behavior. What then, are the essential differences between o
these processes? In general, it would appear that'behaviorai confirma-

tion is likely to occur when‘the perceiver is inclined to.accept as a o -
n;iven" and &hus‘reciprOcate the specific pattern of hehavior anticipated

from the target. ~In ontrast, behavioral compensation is 1ike1y to oc-

. cur when the perceiver is motivated to alter the tatget's anticipated

behavior by displaying a contrasting pattern of behavior that the target *

-~

s intend&d to reciprocate This difference between the passive, accepting_

a

orientation of»the confirming perceiver and the active, controlling orien- .
tation of the compensating perceiver suggests that whereas the first in-
"dividudl may indeed remain relatively unaware of the influence of his own

behavior on the target s, the second individual may be highly aware of

this influence. '

This reasoning suggests that ‘the more passive, accepting orienta-

tion of the confirming perceiver would predispose him to make the funda-
{

menta]'attribution error (e.qg., Heider, 1958; Jones & Nisbétt, 1971 ;
Ross, 1977) and assume that the target's reciprocated behavior was dis- "+

positionally determined On the other hand, the compensating perceiye’ s

*

more active awareness of the situational determinants of the target's, be-
havior shouid lead him to doubt that it reflects the target's "true"

disposition at all. By discounting the possible dispositional cause- of the~ B

+

taqget s behavior because of* an increased awareness of the infiuence that
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his own behavior has exerted on the target's, the compensating perceirer

may stiil accept his pre- interaction impression as valid even though the

tarqget's behavior appears to c gntradic it. If thig reasoning is cor- |

rect, it indicates that the cogmitive outcomes of the confirmation and-.

'compensation proéesses may paradoxically be simfiar despite the marked

~

differences in thedperceivers behavioral orientation toward the target.

A

Both the confirming_and the compensatind perceivers may be able to main-

AN : RS

tain their initiai impression of the target: the confirming perceiver

‘ by his readinkss to accept the .target's "confirming" behavior uncritically

[

and at face value, the compensating perceiver by hisg readiness to discount
}

the target‘s "disconfirming" behavior. .

o . , Tl V/// .

Some evidehce supporting this reasoning is provided by two experi-
ments which my coiieagues and I have conducted (Ickes, Patterson, Rajecki
and Tanford {1980) Aithough the data from both .studies are supportive, -

I will taik about only the first of these studies because of the constraints

on time.
*

The‘subjects in the study were 96 maie undergraduates 1in introductory

psychology classes who were recruited individually by telephone and scheduied

-

to participate in pairs. Within each pair, one subject.(the perctiver)
o "1 . ‘

was randomly designed to receive pre-interaction information about the other
SubJect (the target). Each dyad member was instructed by the scheduler to

report to specific waiting areas within the psychology building that were

' physicaiiy isoiated from each othen. The purpose of separating the sub-

<

jects was not oniy to ensure that they would have no opportunity to interact

before the experimentai session began but also to provide a means for the

d

perceiyer to receive pre-interaction information about the target~without

. _ 5 "
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the target's awareness .
Arrivind at tfB separate naiting area where the subject designated
as the percerver had been asked to renort,_the expenjmenter greeted-the
perceiver and gave him the expectancy manipulation. In the no expectancy

(control condition), she said:

"Hi, you must be perceiver's name. Mist ran into target's

name down the hall He!s doing to be 1n the experiment with you today,

The scheduler apparently told him to report to room . instead

1

of here. Do you happen to know him by any chance?" \
: :
.) - Thes¢ same comments were made to the per

tver in the two experimenfal

conditions--a friendly expectancy condifion and an unfriendly expectancy

condition--but in these cénditions th expErimenter continued by saying

“Nell he's one of the (friend]iest/unfrlendl1est) people ['ve ‘ <

\ 1

talked to lately. (Pause) But ‘I guess you shouldn't te]l hﬁm I

said that. As an experimenter ['m supposed to remaln neutral You

won't mentlon it, wi]] you?" Co ' _ .
A

The experimenter then led beth subjects into the experimental roon\

and asked them to take a seat on 5 couch. She explaingd that -the first part

v

A .
of the study involved filling out cépies of a quéstionnaire but that she

A}

had just run out of these and woulq\;ave to obtain some more. She then . -

- left the room, closing the door behind her, and activated a stopwatch to

time 4 five-minute interval in which the subjects were covertly audio-

» and videotaped. | : ) )

t

After the five-minute interaction period the experimenter returned

P

to debrief the subJects and obtain their written consent to use the video- . .

taqed record as data. She then asked each subject to fill out a copy of




a posttest questionnaire designed to elicit various eptiong of self's
and other's behavior during the interaction period. ¥These self-report
data were subsequently analyzed, along with the data for various measures

of both subjects' behavior that were coded from the videotapes by raters-

-

who were bline he subjects' conditions. v~
i

It was predicted that a process of behaviora] confirmation would oc-
Chr in the friendly expectancy condition that wou]d be ref]ected in the
.behavior of*both perceivers and targets. A high level of behavioral int
vo]vement and mutual liking was expected to characterize the interactions
in this condition relatime to those in the no- -expectancy control condition.
In contragt, it was predicted that a process of behavioral compehsation
wou]d occur-in éne unfriendly expectanqy condi tion. Although this process
was anticipated to affect thefbehavior of both perceivers and targets SO
that it- 5uperfic1a11y resembled that observed in the friendly’ expectancy
cond1t1on, unfriendly expectany perceivers were neverthe]ess expected to
~m1strust their partners' behavior, to express less 1iking fon them, and
_to comtinqe to regard them as unfriend]y
The'overall pattern of results was very-consistent with these'predigp

. ]
tions; " The behav1ora1 and sel f-report data converged to suggest

the

xpeqtanc?\

creatlon in orfe dyad member ‘of a "friendly" pre- intera_

initiated a process of behavioral confirmation, whereas the creation of an °

unfriend]y” expectancy 1nit1&ted a process of behavioral compensation

_ Benavioral confirmation was evidenced by perceivers who had been led to

*
expect friendﬂy targets in‘that these perceivers not only sat closer to

’

\ . . - 4 ’
their partners, but also initiated conversation with the targets more

freQuentJy than did perceivers in the tontrol condition. In addition,
/ . -
» . . ’ T ’ - ‘_\

‘r-, * . 7 ' [} "
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perceivers and tqrgéts-in the friendly expectancy condition talked to and

" Jooked at each other mo e , rated’eqch other as more ‘dominant and asser-.
tive,\ and diSplayed-a higher level of interpersonal attraction than their
counterparts in the no-exeectancy control cecditJLn.

On the other hand,_perceivecs who had been led to expect unfriendly
targ!Ns d}d not attempt to remain a]oef from them, as the behavioral con-
finnation!hypothesis would predict.- Instead, as in Bond's'(1972) study;
they appeared to adopt a strategy de51gned to ¢ omgensate for the targets

nexpected‘unfrieﬁdliness. Thus, their overt behavior was Tn many respects
qui te sim{lar to that displayed by perceivers in the friendly expectancy
condition. _Relative to thetr counterparts in the;contrbl conditionz
perceivers in the unfriendly expectancy condition also tended to sit closer ).
/o ’ ' to their partners and to talk first. Terough the }eciprocacion of their
compensator; Sehaviors both they and their partners disp]ayed ‘an atypica]]y
high level of smiling ear]y 1n«\pe interaction and also engaged 1n more
talking and look1ng than the control dyads
Althoygh these compensatory, apparently "friend]y" behaviors of

¢

" the unfriend]y expectdncy perce1v:55 were indeed reciprocated by their part-

AN

ners, perceivers d?d not appear t8 change their minds about their partfiers’

friendliness. On the contrary, in their postinteraction ratings-of
their partners they described them as sﬁgnificant]y more insincere, un-
/ trustworthy, and unfriendly than did perceivers in the other two conditions.

Mutual 11hfng}was also significaﬁtly lower Rn this condition than in the
other two. x |
. .' | - R ) '
v . Taken colfective]y the self-report data weré consistent with the
behavioral data%jn suggesting that the friendly expectancy initiadted a

v . . ’ : X

I . fa i -

\). « .(:" .‘ 8 .
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T oprocess of'behavioral confirmation wgg’Eas the unfriendly expectancy ini-

8

\

tiated .a process of behavioral compensation Friendly expectancy perceivers

appeared to take their partners recfprocated behavior at face value; un-

¢
friendﬂy percelvers did not. The_iﬂteractionS‘iq the friendly, expectancy

dyads resulted in a high level of .interpersonal attraction; those in the

unfriendly expectancy dyads did not. The appatent.cynicism of the unfﬁjend-
ly expectancy percelvers can be construed in attributiona) terms as a ten-
dency to discount the evidence of their own and their partners' behav1or as
being lnformative about underlying dispositions (Kelley, 1971). Percetving

-

their own "friendliness" as a situationa]]y e]icited strategy for dealing

>

. with an uhfriend]y target, they apparently made the coro]]ary 1nferente

that the target S "friend]iness" was also due more to the situation (1.e.

ta” their an)compensatory behavior) than to the target's "true" dispositions.
In mgre general terms, these find1ngs suggest that 1nteractants are’

likely to take each other S behavior at face va]ue and view it as "cor-

respnnJent“l(Jones & Davis, . 1965; Jones & McGillis, 1976) when their

]

'1mpression management concerns are minimal* or are lacking efitirely. How-

-ever, when the participants employ impression management strategies in.

-

order to exert control over the course Qf the dinteraction, they are 1ike1y
to become acutely aware that the other's behavior {s strongly influenced
by various aspects of the situation, includingltheir own behavior, and

to doubt its correspondemtcinference value (Jones & Wortman, 1973).

L}

THere are three major implications 6f this research. First, it

+

demonstrates that the direct and mediated effects of pre-interaction ext
pectancjes can occur in the coﬁtext of naturalistic, spontaneous, face-

to-face Interactions as well as in the context of non-face-‘to-face '

[ ]

’ - . ’
. . . .
. n
[ b 'y
v R 2 _9
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4
interactions (e.g., Kelley & Stahelski, 1970; Snyﬂer et al., 1977;
Snyder & Swann; 1978)'or of‘interactions whose form and content are
prescribed by the experimenter (e.g., Bond. The research thus brovtdes
a panticularly stringent test-of.the'assertion that real-1ife- interac-
tions, desp1te all of their 1d105yncrat1c vartability and "noise,"
are noneﬁneless shaped Q‘d guided by the pre-interaction expectancies
of the p;rttcipants. Second, the present studx}ties the research findings on
behavioral confirmation to the behavioral compensation finnings obtained
\' ‘ by Bond (1972) ‘and directs our Jttentfon to the possible attrfbutiona]
aspects of these phenonena (e.q., Jones & Hortman, 1973; Kelly, g
1955 ; Kelley, 1971, Ross, 1977; Snyder et al.;11977). Third, and most
important, it indicates that behaviornl confirmation is a Rossible but
not inevitable consequence of a perceLyer s pre-interaction expectahcy By )
positing an addltlonal ntocess of behavioral compensation, this research
may4help tc_explain that'apparent(paradox of social perception (what
mignt be termbd_the "damned if you, damned if ycujdon't" phenomeno/) wnere~

by the perceiver's perceptions of a target persist unchanged regardless

of whether the target's behavior appears to confirm or disconfirm them.

4
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